Ihis supposed information is supposed to be the supposed story of the prob- 
ably not supposed "battered face" on the jailed man of those supposed five of the 
supposed contract for running guns to Cuba. 

With Jack Ruby allegedly meeting with fellow contractors along with 
Oswald, the La Fontaines say, they seem not to have asked how anyone knew about 
any "contract." They just say there was one. 

Most of their assassination mythology is based on what takes up most of 
their article, an account of official investigations of gunrunning to Cuba. 

That makes good copy any time. Especially with all these assassination 
conspiracy theories allegedly involving Cubans of both sides, government and anti- 
government 

ro-cut / ^ 

James Patrick Hosty, Jr., theVOswald Dallas case agent who is never 
fully identified by the La Fontaines. They omit his middle name, Patrick, that he 
and the FBI always used, and he had a father and a son of the same name. They say 
he was "aware of the intelligence reports on Dallas gunrunning." With no more 
than this, with no indication at all that he was involved in any investigation of 
that alleged gunrunning, as i|in his FBI "internal security” role in Dallas he ordi- 
narily,^ would not have been, the La Fontaines make a big jump to say what is well 
known, that in his address book Oswald had "Hosty' s address and license plate 
number. This notation, moreover, appeared in the notebook under the date of 'Nov. 

1, 1963.' That was the same day that the Dallas FBI office received an interoffice 

communication" on someone allegedly involved in that alleged gunrunning. 

Lvh~e th< t -7 

They do not even kndwf'and they do not say that Hosty was in the office 
that day. 

But they infer, through this date in Oswald's address book, that he was 
connected with that gunrunning one way or another. 

November 1 was one of the days Hosty went to see Marina Oswald and to 
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question her. He gave her his office address and phone number and she noted his 
license number. She gave this information to Lee. The, were worried about the FBI 

and they had cause to be. 

And so, according to the La Fontaines, Ruby and Oswald were connected and 

hub, was connected to that alleged gnnrnnning and through Rub, Oswald hue. about 

it and had been at that motel meeting on it. 

What a world of blabbermouths the la Fontaines imagined the underworld 

to be ! 

It was on August 11, 1964, according to the two FBI agents who intervrewed 

John Franklin Elrod, that he was jailed in Memphis. As the, sa, at the outset of 
their report (44-l£>, page 116), "Elrod stated that he, himself, is an alcoholrc." 

. 1 q S an alcoholic who himself says that 

The most probative of sources, naturally, is an alcotio 

on the morning he was arrested and spoke to the deputies he had loaded up on beer 
and vodka and "was in possession of an illegal weapon, a sawed-off 12-gauge shotgun 

which had a pistol grip. 

De regueur for probative witnesses. 

*. 1 . office instead of killing his 

So the drunken Elrod went to the sheriff s 

wife . 

This is what the FBI agents sa, he told them in their August 1. r-port. 

That is not what the La Fontaines sa, about their sole souree, that he 
was going to kill his wife, this man whose FBI rap sheet alread, held five earlier 
charges The, sa, that "after drinking an unknown amount of beer and vodka, he 
wound np in tbe Shelb, Count, Sheriffs office in downtown Memphis." His reason, 

according to the La Fontaines, is "that something was preying on his mind. It had 

. r. • assassination, when he was in 

happened nine months before" or at tne tame of the - - 

the Dallas jail. 

With that FBI report on which they base their article and 
them and the, read in it Elrod went to the sheriff voluntarily while "in possession 
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of a sawed-off shotgun" because "He stated that he had begun to think of the 
possibility of killing his wife from whom he is now separated." 

It is not that Elrod just "wound up” in the sheriff's office, as they say 
He went there to keep himself from killing his estranged wife. 

The words of the FBI report following what I quote above are: 

"Inasmuch as he had the sawed-off shotgun and the desire to kill her was 
known to him, he decided he should go to the Sheriff’s office and talk, which he 
did . " 

'It whs 'hSt that ahything'’at all about the assassination "was preying on 
on his mind." 

He feared that if he were not confined he would kill his estranged wife. 

But that makes neither a sensational article nor a book. 

Where the La Fontaines say that Elrod was arrested in Dallas on suspicion 
of conspiring to murder, suggesting that of the President, he told the FBI that ^ 
"his arrest had nothing to do with the assassination and he knew nothing concerning 
the assassination of the President." 

That is the exact opposite of what the La Fontaines say in the Post article 

P 

and the ^os t 1 s identification of them under it: "Ray and Mary La Fontaine are authors 

of Oswald Talked: The News? Evidence in the Kennedy Assassination" to be published 
this winter by Pelican." 

The La Fontaines are not yet finished with their assassination mystery 
thriller . 

"Available documents," unspecified and in their writing limited to this 

single FBI report, "support the remainder of Elrod's claims." 

cl a / n) 

His firstTwith which they follow this statement is that in the Dallas jail 
the day of the assassination was this "man with a 'smashed up' face” they conjec- 
ture is one of those arrested November 18 when that plannd gunrunning scheme ended 

A 

in a police chase and an auto accident. 
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Then with admirable and for them exceptional understatement they say "The 
claim that Oswald and Miller (one of the other supposed gunrunners) were in a 
meeting with Jack Ruby is the least substantiated aspect of his story. Elrod didn't 
recount that story to the FBI until August 1964." 

Lgns t substantiated? It has no substantiation! 

According to the FBI's report, this is a complete fabrication. 

Agents Francis B. Cole and Norman L. Casey say nothing about Oswald being 
at any f. meeting. 

They do not even mention Miller's name. 

If Elrod had said a word involving Oswald in anything at all, no FBI agent 
would have expected to survive J. Edgar Hoover's wrath if he made no mention of it. 

Nor would they if it turned out they lied in reporting that Elrod told 
them "he knew nothing concerning the assassination of the President." 

Ir Elrod knew anything at all about Oswald that would have been "conchrn^ 
ing the assassination of the President." 

There is no doubt at all that Cole and Casey would have reDorted it. 

Elrod did not tell the agents that he had spoken to Oswald or that Oswald 
had spoken to him despite the title to that La Fontaine book, "Oswald Talked." 

He said he was placed in Cell 10 and not with Oswald for Oswald to talk to him 
but with a ''man whose identity he does not recall." It was this man who was 
the source of that five-man motel meeting story. That stranger allegedly told 
Elrod, the stranger to him, that Ruby was one of those five. The La Fontaine 
version is fourth-hand. 

Prior to its description of Elrod, this report reemphasizes his stout 
claim to have no relevant knowledge at all and his "difficulty remembering due 
to his extreme use of alcohol." 

Can there be a better possible source for a lengthy newspaper article 
and of a book? 
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The La Fontaine version of why and how Elrod got himself arrested is not 
exactly as those FBI agents reported. 

Sergeant Alton C. Gilles, Jr., of the Sheriff's bureau of identification 
did write the FBI that Elrod had said what the La Fontaines say, that "he walked 
into the Sheriff's office ... and indicated he had information concerning the 
murder of 'Lee Oswalt' ..." But the sheriff's purpose was not to report any- 
thing about the assassination. As Headquarters noted in writing its Memphis 
office on August 27, 1964, in reporting "No information identifiable with John 
Franklin Elrod could be located in" its files, "Sergeant Gillies primarily wrote 
to obtain a criminal check on Elrod." (105-82555-4706) 

This one of the La Fontaines' story about Ruby sashaying around in Dallas 
with gunrunners is far from the only such cock-and-bull story of that nature. 

• 7JS c2 -d have an acquaintasaoe who had had such a record and who did not live in 
Dallas. But there were people who enjoyed making up exciting stories and they 
did. Not one checked out. 

The La Fontaines have in this article what is their most solid case that 
"Oswald Talked" and it is no case at all. 

They assume that the Dallas police had all those many prisoners with 

records of violence having unrestricted access to Oswald who is supposed to have 

killed a policeman and the President, without worrying about a prisoner killing 
him before he could be tried, while he was in their jail. 

If that had happened, what sensation, what a scandal that would have been 

But with the La Fontaines let us assume that is what the Dallas police 

did . 

If we put two parts of this La Fontaine article together, they actually 
say what means that Elrod and Oswald were cellmates. Not just in the same block 
of cells. In the same cell. And not just at one point. 
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First they say that "Elrod recalled being in a cell with two other men” 
when "in the corridor outside the cell, the cellmates saw an inmate with a battered 
face being led by the guards. Elrod said that he heard one of his cellmates say 
he recognized the injured man despite his 'smashed up' face." 

This is the origin of the motel meeting on that "contract" to run guns. 

Later they say, "The cellmate on Nov 22, Oswald, had seen a man with a 
smashed up' face in the corridor outside their cell." 

"Cell," note; not "cell block." 

The only cell to which the La Fontaines refer anywhere is the one in which 
they say Elrod was. There is no other interpretation possible from this article. 

And if "Oswald Talked" and gave that gunrunning deal away, how else could 
he have learned about it other than from Elrod and his other "cellmate," the one 
who allegedly came up with that motel-meeting story when he saw the man with the 
nattered face that the La Fontaines infer got battered in the auto accident at the 
end of the police chase of those the La Fontaines say were running guns? 

Later they say that "John Elrod's story indicates that Lee Oswald knew 
about the deal involving a Thunderbird full of guns," the car that crashed in that 
police chase. 

In saying that this Thunderbird was "full of guns" the La Fontaines forget 
to say t-hat it was a convertible. They also forget to say those undescribed 
guns other than as rifles and shotguns were stolen. 

Even in gun-happy Dallas, nobody would hope to escape detection in traffic 

with guns visible as for that convertible to be "full of guns" they would have to 
be . 

Tney also do not report any guns flying around when that convertible hit 
a utility pole to end that high-speed chase. Had they been loose in the body of 
the convertible, they would have been all over the street and sticking out of the 

1 & 




car. The La Fontaines' exaggeration seems apparent. More likely the guns that 
Thunderbolt held were bidding in the trunk. That could be "full" without holding 
many . 

Certainly not enough to require at least five conspirators. 

In their account these guns were destined for a local gun dealer. 

Thence to the CIA's Miami station for a "massive invasion of Cuba." 

At a time when not only had JFK ordered all such operations ended but also 
when those merely freelancers, like Loran Hall and Larry Howard in the Commission's 
evidence, were arrested by the feds for doing that; 

The CIA needed stolen rifles for any Cuban invasion? 

With all the supplies of all the many gun 'dealers in the country? 

It needs lunkheads who transfer stolen rifles and shotguns from one car 
to another inside a major city to be seen and caught doing it? 

None of this makes any sense at all. But then none of this La Fontaine 

childish concoction makes any sense. 

// ) 

Bu-t they give no other possible explanation of how Oswald could allegedly 
have known about the alleged gunrunning scheme other than by being in the same 
cell with Elrod and the man he did not know who Elrod says is the origin of that 
story . 

Instead of then saying that Oswald was the police informer, they put it as 
a question which then they stretch a bit, even for these breakers of journalistic 
stretching records: 

"Is it possible that Lee Oswald was the informant who tipped off the FBI 
about the gun deal of Nov. 18, 1963?" 

Absolutely not, as we see later. 

They do regret that Ruby's killing Oswald made an answer impossible, all 
’■h® time hinting that Ruby, allegedly part of that alleged gun deal, allegedly 
killed Oswald because he allegedly snitched on it. 
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Here is how they seek to give this credibility: 

But if Oswald told the story to Elrod, why didn't he tell the FBI and 
the Secret Service agents who interrogated him after the assassination? Oswald 
might have done that, but if so no one wrote it down." 

Of the record <j>'s made of Oswald's interrogations, they write they "are, to 
put it charitably, incomplete." 

Here, for the one and only place in this, their long article, there are 
on solid ground. No ifs, buts, or perhapses or all the other dodges of reality 
without which they would have had no i article and no book. There is no condemna- 
tion of those interrogation reports that can be too severe. 

But it is hafclly relevant. 

Ihfere were quite a few from the FBI and the police who questioned Oswald 
m addition to what the La Fontaines do not mention, a postal inspector. Inspector 
Tom Kelleij, of the Secret Service they mention lateA-, 

For all those men to have kept such a secret is not at all likely. Par- 
ticularly not when the most sensational leaking was by the Dallas FBI. Other than 
by its Headquarters, that is. But that is another story! Having nothing to do 
with gunrunning. 

The leaking of the fact that before the assassination Oswald wrote Hosty 
of the FBI a letter that had been kept secret and then was destroyed, also in 
secrecy, was from inside the Dallas FBI office. It was not leaked until the 
retirement of its then special agent in charge, Gordon Shanklin, was secure. That 
was more than a decade after the assassination, but it was leaked and it was leaked 
by someone in the Dallas FBI. 

In their very next paragraph, the La Fontaines sjnay that "Five months later 
.i-nan the assassination) though, a senior Secret Service official named Thomas J. 
Kelley, received reports from a Texas law enforcement official" of this gun- 
smuggling deal . " 
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Not only did Kelley h^£ve no snitched word from (JsWIdtfbut, as the La 
Fontaines write, "he discretely" sought to learn who that snitfch was. 

While I did not know Kelley well, I did know him. It is not conceivable 
to me that he would be part of keeping secret any knowledge of any gunrunning 
conspiracy . 

What some people won't do for a book and for what they regard as fame! 

The La Fontaines even extend this fairy tale to have Osswald meeting with 

Ruby on that gunrunning caper. But they admit that is "the least substantiated 

aspect” of their yarn. 

I h 1 h> s 

JIney do not exaggerate. 

Like all the rest, it has no substantiation. None at all! 

They say also that "Elrod did not tell this story to the FBI until August, 
1964," when the FBI records quoted above do not include any such thing as an 
Oswald-Ruby meeting of any kind, anywhere. 

Of the men in that cellblock supposedly blabbing away the La Fontaines 
say , their italics : "Elrod knew who the other man in Oswald ' s cellblock was . " 
Cellblock , where there were many men, not only this "other man," not "cell." 

So what? It means nothing, especially not among criminals and jailbirds 

Then, with what Elrod himself told the FBI making that impossible, they 
say, in the form of a question, "But, if Oswald told the story to Elrod, why did- 
n't he tell it to the FBI and the Secret Service agents who interrogated him after 
the assassination?" 

The most obvious answer is the one they do not consider. 

If they had, they'd have had no sensational article and no book at all. 

The obvious answer is that none of this is true and that from what is 
known none of it is at all posible. 

The La Fontaines ring in a few other semantics with their usual lack of 
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concern for strict factuality. 

They even conjecture that in the note Oswald left at the FBI office ror 
Hosty "that Oswald was the informant who tipped off the FBI about the gun deals 

of their mythology. 

Oswald addressed that note to Hosty. He was not the FBI person to whom 
a gunrunning tip would be given. Moreover, Oswald did not bother to seal that 
envelope, so anybody in the FBI office could read it. And many did. 

The La Fontaines try to give their concoction some semblance of reality 
by attempting to undermine Hosty' s version of it - far from the only one or the 
most dependable of the several versions - that Oswald complained about the "harass- 
ment of his wife.” They say that "within minutes" of the time Ruby killed Oswald 
Hosty destroyed it "on orders from his boss." It was hours and it was not at all 
that simple. The Dallas Special Agent in Charge first had to be in communication 
with Headquarters and the decision to have that note destroyed was made in and 

ffl / I, .. . % fgi'a ciioUi<uJ At-W^ 7 W, 

relayed by Washington, 'll ^ 

To give their fabrication more semblance of reality, the La Fontaines say 
that Hosty' s "credibility on the subject" was "seriously impeached” by the House 
assassins committee in 1978. It was not on this part of Hosty's testimony. 

And if the La Fontaines were not intent upon exploiting their subject- 
matter ignorance, they would have known that there was an earlier Congressional 
investigation, in 1975, and that before then there was an FBI internal investiga- 
tion the results of which I got in another of those FOIA lawsuits and are avail- 
able to all writing in the field. The La Fontaines did not look at them. Ir they 
knew of their existence. 

That FBI internal investigation included all then in the Dallas office. 

It includes all accounts by those who saw the note of what it says. What the La 
Fontaines want to be there is not and could not possibly have been. 
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